INTRODUCTION
"Why do they hate us?" is a question that Americans have been asking themselves in the post-September 11 world.
1 As the United States attempts to implement a new law involving international religious freedom, some members of the Muslim faith community may have yet another reason to "hate us." Some Muslims believe that they must adjudge the United States's religious imperialist instincts ("weigh your God and you") 2 as the United States attempts to export (1999) . The phrase "Shall weigh your God and you" emphasizes the connection between imperialism and religion. It reminds readers how imperialists often believe they should "enlighten" the conquered with the imperialists' religion, and the subjugated peoples have to "weigh your God and you" whether to accept the new religion that is being forced upon them. Kipling believed in the need to "enlighten" the conquered people on the merits of British morality and religion. His "racist" view of the conquered people is illustrated, as one critic had its values on religious freedom to the rest of the world. The International Religious Freedom Act of 1998 3 (IRFA) may be another example that demonstrates a pattern of American imperialism to Muslims. 4 IRFA's intended purpose is " [t] o condemn violations of religious freedom, and to promote, and to assist other governments in the promotion of, the fundamental right to freedom of religion."
5 It empowers the U.S. Department of State (the State Department) and the Commission on International Religious Freedom to assess the status of religious persecution in other countries 6 and dole out varying punishments based on the degree to which countries repress religious freedom. 7 Abroad, IRFA has been heavily criticized, 8 as commentators ask: "How do you get off being the morality cop on issues that are internoted, by the description of the conquered people in Kipling's poem as "wild, sullen, slothful, and heathen" as they resisted efforts to "'improve them,' clinging to the familiar bondage under Pharaoh rather than striking out with Moses towards the promised land." DAVID GILMOUR, THE LONG RECESSIONAL: THE IMPERIAL LIFE OF RUDYARD KIPLING 126-29 (2002) .
3. 22 U.S.C. § § 6401-6481 (2000). 4. For purposes of this Note, the term "imperialism" refers to the domination of a country or region's culture, religion, politics, or economy by another country or region. In modern times, the United States has been accused of dominating other countries in a way similar to European domination in the colonial period. Many authors have continued to use the terms "imperialism" or "neoimperialism" to describe the recent domination of the West over the rest of the world. nal, domestic issues?" 9 In particular, some Muslims have been outspoken critics of IRFA, alleging that it seeks to supplant Islamic beliefs with American values on religious freedom. 10 Because Muslim countries are some of the worst violators of religious freedom in the world today, they receive the bulk of the criticism from IRFA's monitoring entities.
11
At a time when Muslim terrorists are willing to kill Americans partly to challenge the United States's hegemony, U.S. actions that are receiving condemnation for their imperialistic tendencies should at A14 ( Scholars have also noted that there are concerns with IRFA's imperialistic tendencies. See Lampman, supra note 9, at 17 (noting that some critics see IRFA as "a bid to 'make sure the mission fields are kept open'" and that "[o]thers see it as an infringement on their sovereignty, and others as another manifestation of US cultural imperialism"); Winnifred Fallers Sullivan, Exporting Religion: Where the Religious Freedom Act Fails, COMMONWEAL, Feb. 26, 1999, at 10, 11 (questioning whether, in supporting religious freedom through IRFA, the United States is "relying on a stripped-down understanding of religion that finds its origin in Protestant and Enlightenment theories of the state and of religion . . . which often simply refuses to acknowledge cultural aspects of religious life").
11. See infra Part II.A.
be reexamined to assess whether there is any merit to the imperialist critique. Accordingly, this Note assesses the extent to which the United States's attempt to foster religious freedom through IRFA is an act of imperialism. The Note concludes that though IRFA has some preventable flaws, it is not an act of imperialism, and the United States must act through IRFA to further religious freedom because of the abysmal status of religious freedom in the world today. The Note contains four Parts. Part I outlines how the United States developed a commitment to international religious freedom. It details why it is important to defend international freedom and explains what IRFA's purpose is, how it came to be enacted, and how it currently functions. Part II expands on international concerns with IRFA. It surveys the conflicts between the United States and Muslim countries regarding religious freedom and articulates the charges of imperialism that critics generally make against IRFA. Part III rebuts the claim that IRFA is an act of imperialism. It outlines how IRFA is designed to reinforce international treaties; it articulates how IRFA supports religious freedom as a universal right; it dismisses the claim that IRFA requires a separation of church and state; and it addresses the possibility that religion is being used as a pretext for misdeeds.
Part IV recommends what changes are needed to rectify flaws in IRFA. It highlights the problems of IRFA being too Christianfocused, criticizes IRFA for failing to require a self-assessment of the United States, argues that the United States has failed to support existing international frameworks that champion all human rights, and notes the implications of the U.S. political actors having too much flexibility under IRFA to decide which countries warrant censure.
I. THE UNITED STATES'S COMMITMENT TO INTERNATIONAL RELIGIOUS FREEDOM

A. Why Defense of Religious Freedom is Critical for the United States
International religious freedom should be an important concern for the United States. Beyond any interests specific to the United States, religious freedom in the world is in a calamitous state. Currently, "[m]ore than one-half of the world's population lives under regimes that severely restrict or prohibit the freedom of their citizens to study, believe, observe, and freely practice the religious faith of their choice."
12 Religious minorities currently suffer under an onslaught of persecutions including rape, imprisonment, and murder. 13 In the aftermath of the cold war, there has been "a system-wide shift in the ideational underpinning of conflict from militant secular ideologies to highly virulent and exclusivist assertions of religious or ethnic identity."
14
More specific to the United States, the religiously motivated attacks of September 11 should notify all American international scholars and policymakers that the status of religion in other countries does affect American interests. More specifically, religious freedom has a direct effect on American interests because American security and protection of human rights are now aligned. Analysts have begun to recognize a link between terrorism and religious suppression, finding that if a country has a tendency to oppress religious minorities, it is also more likely to harbor and produce terrorists. 15 As one scholar has stated: "We need to remember that failure to respect legitimate claims for religious freedom can itself become a source of political instability and terrorism." Eventually, compromise legislation emerged and the final version of the bill, which came to be known as the International Religious Freedom Act of 1998, had more robust waiver provisions that enabled the president to decide whether matters such as "important national interests" were more important than curtailing religious freedoms. 27 Both houses of Congress passed the bill unanimously, and President Clinton signed it into law in October of 1998.
28
The law makes religious freedom a "central element of U.S. foreign policy," as President Clinton declared when signing the bill into law. 29 dom. 35 The Act also created an Ambassador at-large who focuses on religious persecution. 36 Second, the Act established a Commission on International Religious Freedom 37 to review violations of religious freedom 38 and make policy recommendations to the president and Congress. 39 Members serve two-year terms and are appointed by the House, the Senate, and the president. 40 The Commission analyzes the reports released by the State Department and provides policy recommendations. 41 The Commission also issues its own reports on religious freedom setting forth its recommendations for concerns involving religious freedom. 42 Third, the Act allows for presidential actions if countries violate religious freedom. 43 The president has varying alternatives, depending on whether the State Department has characterized the offending country as one that engages in violations of religious freedom or as a country that has engaged in "particularly severe violations," meaning "systematic, ongoing, egregious violations of religious freedom," including torture, prolonged detention or "other flagrant denial of the right to life, liberty, or the security of persons." 44 For the more egregious offenses, the president can choose from several economic options such as ending development assistance, banning Export-Import Bank loans, or prohibiting U.S. government purchases from the foreign government. 45 IRFA gives the president considerable flexibility in deciding whether to impose sanctions. 46 national interest" concern, the president can waive the sanctions.
47
For less serious offenses, the president can choose to offer a private demarche or to declare a public condemnation.
48
Since the passage of IRFA, the president, the State Department, and the Commission have all acted to protect religious freedom by following provisions of IRFA. For example, the State Department has issued an annual report on the status of religious freedom. 49 
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A. IRFA's Focus on Muslim Countries
In the modern era, Muslim countries have been particularly egregious violators of religious freedom. 55 The U.S. Commission on International Religious Freedom has assessed foreign countries to spotlight the "most egregious violators" of religious freedom. 56 It found that nine countries violated religious freedom so severely that they should be designated "countries of particular concern." 57 Of those nine, five countries-Sudan, Turkmenistan, Iran, Iraq, and Saudi Arabia-are all countries with a large Muslim populace. A tenth Muslim country, Afghanistan, while under the Taliban regime, was designated "a particularly severe violator of religious freedom." 58 These countries garnered significant attention from IRFA's monitoring agencies for good reason. In Afghanistan, under the Taliban regime, the government continually repressed religious minorities, forbade non-Muslim minorities from worshipping, and destroyed two historic Buddhist statues because they reflected non-Muslim beliefs. 59 Religious persecution in Sudan "is intertwined with . . . deliberate denial of humanitarian assistance, abduction of women and children into conditions of slavery, and the forcible displacement of populations from oil-producing areas." 60 65 Critics claim that IRFA seeks to instill a climate of religious freedom that is a particularly Americanized version of religious freedom that has been developed over the course of its history. 66 For example, one critic of IRFA has stated that the act "is clearly not intended to promote freedom of religion. It is intended to promote freedom of a certain kind of religion, religion as it has been shaped by American law and history, religion that has been set apart and contained by the secular state." 66. See Gunn, supra note 25, at 845 (noting criticism that IRFA promotes an American notion of disestablishment that is "anathema" to some Muslim countries). Some aspects of IRFA support the view that IRFA is wedded to an Americanized version of religious freedom. The Ambassador-at-large's interpretation of IRFA recognizes that "the tone draws deeply from the American experience: 'Many of our Nation's founders fled religious persecution abroad, cherishing in their hearts and minds the ideal of religious freedom. They established in law, as a fundamental right and as a pillar of our nation, the right to freedom of religion.'" Seiple, supra note 28, at 98 (quoting 22 U.S.C. § 6401(a)(1) (2000)). The language of IRFA also supports the criticism that "it is based narrowly on the American historical experience." Gunn, supra note 25, at 845. 67. Sullivan, supra note 10, at 11.
with one another. 68 These cultural units are all influenced by their own religious and cultural traditions. 69 This relativist lens implies that when conflict occurs between these distinct cultural units, the resulting imposition of one unit's cultural values over another's is an act of imperialism; it is not an act of fostering universal rights. In other words, so the argument goes, what the United States suggests to be "universal" religious rights are really Western values cast in a way to appear neutral.
One imperialistic tendency of IRFA, according to critics, is that IRFA seeks to foster an Americanized system in which the church and state are kept separate. 70 By doing so, IRFA intrudes upon Muslim values because in much of the Muslim world, the Qur'an or Islamic law must control sovereign laws. For these countries, the Qur'an and Islamic law controls how a Muslim must act toward others, including instructing how the government must act towards the population. 69. See Little, supra note 68, at 604 (observing that relativists assume that "notions of human rights, including rights to religious freedom, vary according to culture and tradition").
70. One critic explains:
[W]e have not revised our peculiarly modern and American understanding of religion. In promoting religious freedom we are still relying on a stripped-down understanding of religion that finds its origin in Protestant and Enlightenment theories of the state and of religion-one that sees religion's role as one of teaching virtue to its citizens through the training of private consciences-and which often simply refuses to acknowledge cultural aspects of religious life. 75 Though the Cairo Declaration seems to align with IRFA's intent to protect human rights, the reliance on Islamic law can cause conflict between IRFA's goals and the Cairo Declaration. For example, Article 10 of the Declaration draws from the Qur'an and includes the provision: "It is prohibited to exercise any form of compulsion on man or to exploit his poverty or ignorance in order to convert him to another religion or to atheism." 73. See Adams, supra note 17, at 58 (noting the general lack of such instruments in that region, and describing the Declaration as a "more visible" measure).
74. "Sharîa," also spelled "Shari'ah" or "Sharia," is the religious law of Islam:
[T]he [S]haria is generally defined as the concept of having no separation between the rule of government and the law of God. As one author has put it, "In principle this remarkably comprehensive scheme allows no ultimate distinction between religion and morality, law and ethics. All are seen as proceeding directly from the command of God, though there is room for humans to argue about the details." 85. Religious determination is an essential aspect of sovereignty because the concept of sovereignty arose as a result of Europe's religious wars which ended with an agreement that rulers were allowed to control the religion within their borders. "In modern history, the principle try's administration of religious freedom has been given a distinct place in the human rights pyramid of values. 86 Whereas there has been an outpouring of support over the past fifty years for restrictions on human rights issues such as freedom from torture or slavery, freedom of religion has not been met with a uniformity of response in the human rights community. 87 What makes religion a unique aspect of a country's sovereign powers? History and culture both play an essential role.
Historical connections between religion and sovereignty make any attempt to restrict sovereignty for the cause of religious freedom difficult. Countries do not generally form to exercise their right to torture or restrict free speech; however, countries do form based partly on a desire to dictate the country's religion. 88 Historically, religion has been a catalyst to the formation of sovereign states. " [T] here is a strong impulse on the part of state authorities to ally themselves with one, often a majority, ethnoreligious group so as to create a national faith considered essential for political identity. 88. See Gunn, supra note 25, at 845 ("As a vastly more complex issue than freedom from torture or freedom of expression, the freedom of religion and belief is necessarily intertwined with each country's particular identity, traditions, culture, and nationhood.").
89. Little, supra note 68, at 608; see also Mayer, supra note 55, at 1023 n.24 (noting the dominion of the Sunni sect over some other Muslim minority sects).
for years. 90 India and Pakistan developed partly as sovereign states as a means to protect the status of Hindus and Muslims in the region. 91 The redrawing of Bosnia and Kosovo based on religion and ethnicity show that religion still plays a central role in the impetus for sovereignty.
The second reason why religion is at the core of sovereignty is because religion plays a predominant role in reinforcing a country's cultural self-identity. "[T]he freedom of religion and belief is necessarily intertwined with each country's particular identity, traditions, culture, and nationhood."
92 "Religious histories, institutions, ideas, and people" shape a country's shared history. 93 For example, Saudi Arabia's practice of Islam is imbedded in the soul of Saudi Arabia-"to be a Saudi is to be a Wahhabi Muslim." 94 As Human Rights Watch has noted about Saudi Arabia: "In few countries in the world is the denial of religious freedom so integral to the self-conception and ethos of the government." 95 In Muslim countries like Saudi Arabia, Islam is such a unifying cultural force that group rights may be valued more than the individual rights so often championed in Western society. As one scholar has noted, "'Islamic theory does not present a notion of the rights of the individual. Rights do not attach to men qua men. . . . It is more appropriate to refer to the privileges of man.'" 96 Accordingly, some Muslim countries may place more value on the societal group right to practice the majority faith than on the individual rights to freedom of religion. 97 In this way, the right being claimed is the right to live in a community that accords with religious principles. This is considered a group right because it involves more than individual belief or action; it also takes into account the relationships between people within the society and the effect that one person's sinful actions has on others and on society as a whole. 98 Thus, in some Muslim countries, the freedom of religion may include the right to create a utilitarian model in which the freedom of the majority is allowed. The majority rights are important to the Muslim faith because Islam is a public faith-" [I]t has long been held that the fact that polygamy is supported by a religious creed affords no defense in a prosecution for bigamy. Whether an act is immoral within the meaning of the statute is not to be determined by the accused's concepts of morality. Congress has provided the standard.
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A. IRFA is Designed to Reinforce International Treaties
To evaluate the claim that IRFA is not seeking to foster uniquely Western or American values, one must examine the international agreements that IRFA is designed to support. Importantly, IRFA does not draw its language from the American Constitution; instead, the language of IRFA is taken from international treaties. 101 The legislative findings of IRFA 102 cite to both the language of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights 103 (UDHR) and the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCP). 104 The legislative findings of IRFA also note that freedom of religion is a universal human right recognized by the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, the Helsinki Accords, the Declaration on the Elimination of All Forms of Intolerance and Discrimination Based on Religion or Belief, the United Nations Charter, and the European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms.
105
The reliance on these documents is useful for rebutting the imperialistic charges against IRFA because, as the State Department has noted, by signing such documents, "[t]he vast majority of the world's governments have committed themselves to respect religious freedom."
106
The United Nations (UN) has long recognized the essential nature of having religious freedom as the bedrock for all of its human rights initiatives. President Franklin D. Roosevelt identified freedom of religion as one of the "four essential human freedoms" that must be included in any international instruments. 107 The first major international document that called for religious freedom was the UDHR, which stated that: "[e]veryone has the right to freedom of thought, conscience and religion; this right includes freedom to change his religion or belief, and freedom, either alone or in community with others and in public or private, to manifest his religion or belief in teaching, practice, worship and observance." 108 The treaty was based on the precept that "[a]ll human beings are born free and equal in dignity and rights" and are "endowed with reason and conscience." 109 Many of the countries that have been deemed the worst violators of religious freedom have signed the UDHR. 110 In 1948, when the UDHR was proposed, seven out of the eight Muslim states at that time voted in favor of the UDHR. 111 Only Saudi Arabia abstained from signing the UDHR. 112 Thus, Muslim countries such as Afghanistan, Iran and Iraq, which were critiqued by the International Commission on Religious Freedom, were in the UN at the time of ratification, and all voted in favor of the UDHR.
113
The second major treaty that impacts worldwide religious freedom is the ICCP. 114 The treaty is the "'only global human rights treaty dealing with religion that contains measures of implementation. '" 115 Article 18 of the treaty in part states:
Everyone shall have the right to freedom of thought, conscience and religion. This right shall include freedom to have or to adopt a religion or belief of his choice, and freedom, either individually or in community with others and in public or private, to manifest his religion or belief in worship, observance, practice and teaching. Other parts of the ICCP also have articles that mirror the intent of IRFA. Article 27 focuses on the rights of minorities and maintains that "[i]n those States in which ethnic, religious or linguistic minorities exist, persons belonging to such minorities shall not be denied the right, in community with the other members of their group, to enjoy their own culture, to profess and practice their own religion, or to use their own language." 117 Muslim countries such as Iran, Iraq, Afghanistan, Egypt, Libya, Morocco, and Sudan, have all ratified the treaty. 118 Together, the UDHR and the ICCP form the core of the protection of international religious freedom.
119
IRFA is the primary means that the United States employs to ensure that the religious freedom treaties are enforced. As the international documents and treaties illustrate, IRFA is designed to remind other countries that they must support the UDHR or the ICCP. As articulated by one of the drafters of IRFA, Steve Moffitt:
One hundred and five nations are members of the United Nations. They all signed up to [the UN Charter] and to the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. So when other countries say it's a United States bill, we say no, your government signed up to this and we're simply asking you to adhere to something you signed onto. If you don't mean it, then get your name off it, but your name is on there.
120
B. IRFA Supports the Freedom of Religion as a Universal Right
Proponents of human rights believe that certain, basic rights are universal. Human rights are "'human' because they are implied in humanity. They cannot be transferred, waived, forfeited, usurped, or lost through failure to exercise them." 121 As an integral part of human rights, religious freedom is a universal value that extends to all people. As former Ambassador Robert Seiple has stated: "You can't have an idea of human rights as universal, and then argue against them on the basis of domestic internal issues . . . . Human rights transcends nation states."
122 Consequently, the types of persecutions occurring in countries like Sudan involve "the severest forms of crimes against humanity, violations of so-called jus cogens under international law."
123 By seeking to advance religious freedom, IRFA is ensuring that a basic right of every human is recognized and protected.
The universality of religious freedom is proven by the identity of the people who clamor to have that freedom protected. "Human rights has gone global by going local, empowering the powerless, giving voice to the voiceless."
124 As one scholar notes, "while government or religious elites may object on cultural grounds to human rights norms as 'Western,' individual citizens within these cultures are oftentimes the voices asserting these very norms."
125 For example, when Muslims were persecuted in Bosnia and prevented from practicing their religion, they did not need to read Locke, Mill, or Jefferson, 126 to know that what they were experiencing was a violation of a fundamental right. As one would expect with all humans suffering persecution, those persecuted in Bosnia sought a "Bosnia in which everybody [would] pray to God the way their mothers taught them, in which nobody [would] be persecuted for their religion, nation or political beliefs."
127 Similarly, a man suffering in Sudan pled, "I am therefore appealing to you . . . to help us in our struggle for survival and faith." The term "human rights" is a modern name for the natural rights or natural law philosophies that were postulated by such thinkers as Locke, Mill, and Jefferson in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. These philosophers based their ideas on the general notion that all people, through nothing more than being a member of the human family, have certain universal rights to decent treatment. natural of a response as the cries from a baby that is hungry. Thus, by recognizing religious freedom as a universal right, a country respects the most essential of "human" values. This implies "that there are certain fundamental rights that no government in the world may violate."
Bosnia's President Votes in Landmark Elections
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A final means to respond to the charge that human rights are Western values is to find parallels in Muslim thought. Most recently, human rights scholars, seeking to foster human rights in Muslim countries, have argued that the Qur'an has most of the human rights principles in it. For example, one scholar has claimed that "it is indeed the reverse of the truth for Western jurists to suggest that there was no doctrine of human rights in Islamic jurisprudence."
130 Another has argued, that the Qur'an is the Magna Carta of human rights and that a large part of its concern is to free human beings from the bondage of traditionalism, authoritarianism (religious, political, economic, or any other), tribalism, racism, sexism, slavery or anything else that prohibits or inhibits human beings from actualizing the [Qur'anic] vision of human destiny embodied in the classic proclamation: "Towards Allah is thy limit" . . . .
131
Still another scholar has concluded that the Qur'an "posits, or contains evidence for, a kind of universal guidance which, in its availability to all humanity seems parallel to the Western-Christian idea of a natural moral law."
132 Nonetheless, other scholars have questioned whether the Qur'an can reasonably be used to argue for or against human rights. One has stated that like the Bible, the Qur'an "is a vast, vague book, filled with poetry and contradictions . . . . You can find in it condemnations of war and incitements to struggle, beautiful expressions of tolerance and stern strictures against unbelievers. Quotations political pressure." 144 Other parts of the Qur'an also preach religious tolerance:
. . . O ye / That reject Faith! / I worship not that / Which ye worship, / Nor will ye worship / That which I worship. / And I will not worship / That which ye have been / Wont to worship / Nor will ye worship / That which I worship. / To you be your Way, / And to me mine. 145 Accordingly, these verses imply that the persecution of religious minorities may potentially lack clear theological grounding. Of course, other parts of the Qur'an and Islamic law apparently do support some of the acts of persecution. For example, there is theological support for the belief that apostasy warrants the death penalty. Despite "the absence of any specific text in the Qur'an sanctioning the death penalty for apostasy," 146 parts of the Qur'an can reasonably be interpreted to condemn apostasy. 147 The Qur'an seems to contain somewhat conflicting messages on religious freedom. On one hand, it mandates tolerance; on the other hand, it supports the death penalty for apostasy. However, in reviewing the "penal law of Islam it becomes evident that with the exception of apostasy, no legal penalties are provided for offences against religion as such; they will be dealt with in the hereafter." 148 If the Qur'an lacks clarity on the matter of religious freedom, or has passages that undermine support for religious oppression altogether, the persecutor's argument that he must oppress others to fulfill his religious obligations is undeniably weakened, and the acts seem more likely to be in the realm of religious pretext. Notably, most of the acts of persecutions occurring in the Muslim world do not involve apostasy. 149 Instead, they involve general animus against minorities, based arguably more on prejudice than theology. These acts may, in fact, oppose the Qur'an's "no compulsion" principle. Accordingly, if the acts of persecution are based on a religious pretext, the accusations of imperialism have far less credibility, and the United States should have fewer reservations about condemning these acts.
IV. RECTIFYING IRFA'S FLAWS
IRFA has merit, but, as implemented, it has flaws that needlessly augment a critic's argument for why it is an act of imperialism. To minimize these flaws, the United States must change how it approaches international religious freedom through IRFA.
A. Reduce Christian-Centric Biases
The United States must protect all religions equally. One flaw of IRFA that reinforces the imperialist accusations against it is that, in both its enactment and its implementation, the United States has focused too much on protecting Christians suffering religious persecution and has not done enough to protect other religious minorities facing persecution. 150 One defender of IRFA concedes that "IRFA can be criticized in practice for focusing disproportionately on religious issues of particular concern to Americans." 151 This criticism is reinforced by the fact that many of the early supporters of IRFA were reacting against persecutions of Christians. 152 Various conservative Christian groups such as the Southern Baptists, the National Association of Evangelicals, and the Family Research Council rallied to support IRFA 153 initially because they were outraged that Christians were being denied the right to evangelize in other countries. ArabAmerican and American Muslim opposition to IRFA "was based on the concern that the bills were not part of a serious effort to provide balanced protections to the rights of religious minorities. Rather, they saw clear signs of ideological bias in the rhetoric of the legislation's advocates." 154 150. See Gunn, supra note 25, at 854 (conceding that there has been "a relatively greater awareness of difficulties encountered by Protestant Evangelical, Catholic, and Jewish communities abroad than, for example, the problems encountered by Muslims and Orthodox Christians").
151. How IRFA has been implemented has also had a slightly Christian bias. For example, though the war in Sudan is truly a horrible religious war, it is not the horror of the war alone that has garnered it the attention of the State Department and the Commission. The fact that victims who were being slaughtered were Christian also played a large role in the U.S. response: "The war in Sudan is, in part, a religious one. That helps explain why conservative Christian groups were among the first to call for stronger U.S. action." 155 Joe Stork, advocacy director for the Middle East division of Human Rights Watch, has noted that most of the cases in which the United States intervened diplomatically on behalf of religious minorities in the Middle East tended to "involve sort of Christian situations." 156 In implementing IRFA, the Commission, the State Department, and the president must ensure that they act with equal resolve no matter which religious sect is being persecuted.
B. Self-Assess the United States
IRFA should include a self-assessment of the United States. Though IRFA's mandate extends to every other country in the world (194 countries), neither the State Department nor the Commission can do a self-assessment of the status of religious freedom within U.S. borders. 157 This failure supports the claim that the United States believes it is superior to the rest of the world on human rights values. As one scholar has analyzed, "[t]he universality of human rights is threatened by a superpower that treats human rights as a paradigm that applies 'over there' but not 'here.'" 158 Former Ambassador Seiple has criticized the United States for its failure to do a self-assessment: "At the very least, this presents the potential for hubris, arrogance, and hypocrisy. It suggests an inclination to report only on others, refraining from any sort of self-criticism." 159 sally ratified treaty like the Rights of the Child Convention, and yet it expects other countries to share its own particular concern with freedom of religion." 164 Former White House National Security Advisor Samuel Berger maintained that "the more the United States is perceived as making unilateral, preemptory judgments on the performance of other countries, the less we will be able to work with those countries-including on issues of religious freedom." 165 Supporting religious freedom "requires the enforcement of rights against murder, torture, enslavement, and the whole host of other human rights that weave together into a fabric of protection essential to clothe human life with dignity."
166 Some critics of IRFA have charged that by enacting IRFA, the United States has created a "hierarchy of human rights." 167 By legislating this hierarchy through IRFA, "the United States runs counter to the principle of indivisibility of rights found in customary law." 168 Others have noted that "prioritizing religious persecution over other human-rights abuses may unfairly allocate resources in such a way as to discriminate against those persecuted for other reasons." 169 When the United States fails to support other UN initiatives on human rights, its efforts to foster religious freedom are more likely to fail.
D. Do Not Sacrifice Religious Freedom for Political Purposes
One final problem with IRFA is that the State Department and the president have been too flexible in regard to how they respond when countries violate religious freedom. The State Department's "report details a number of countries where conditions have deteriorated, but U.S. policy has not responded." 170 The United States sanc-tions rogue states like Iraq, but allows allies like Saudi Arabia to go untouched, even though the IRFA Report states: "Saudi Arabia is an Islamic monarchy without legal protection for freedom of religion, and such protection does not exist in practice." 171 The result is that "[d]ifferential application of sanctions measures has lead critics to contend that U.S. sanctions policies, far from being motivated by respect for international norms, simply reflect the whims and fads of U.S. domestic politics." 172 Recently, the United States has particularly refused to act against countries that are allies in its war against terrorism. Human Rights Watch noted that the State Department's Report "candidly described violations of religious freedom around the world, but failed to designate Uzbekistan, Saudi Arabia, and Turkmenistan as 'Countries of Particular Concern.'" 173 However, " [b] y not designating Uzbekistan a 'Country of Particular Concern,' the administration missed an easy opportunity to show that the war on terrorism cannot be a campaign against Islam."
174 It also missed an opportunity to prove to Muslim countries that IRFA is not an imperialist tool of American foreign policy designed only to protect American interests. By not being willing to sanction equal violators with equal punishments, the United States delegitimizes its argument that the freedom of religion is absolute and inalienable. To trade religious freedom in exchange for political security, like mere trinkets or baubles, is to minimize the claim for its universality.
CONCLUSION
The United States must find a means to carry the banner for religious freedom in a way that distinguishes it from the imperial ban-ner carried by conquerors, crusaders, and conquistadors. The United States cannot allow the catastrophic abuses of religious freedom occurring throughout the world to continue without censure. Approximately half the world lives without religious liberty, 175 and in the twentieth century, twenty-seven million people have died for reasons related to their faith. 176 For too long, the United States has neglected this vital area. Now, in the post-September 11 world, where religion and politics intersect all the more, the United States has even more incentives to focus on the world's calamitous problem of religious freedom. Although the United States should certainly ruminate on any imperialistic tendencies of its actions, it should not hesitate to act in this critical area. As former Ambassador Seiple has stated: "People have to insist that humanitarian intervention on this issue is just as important at some level as what we do with our military security or economic contracts."
177 Though the United States must act, it must act wisely. The flaws in the implementation of IRFA must be rectified because Muslims will justifiably "weigh your God and you" and assess whether the United States is imperialistically asserting American concepts of religion onto Muslim countries. Some of IRFA's flaws unnecessarily erode the United States's valid claim that religious freedom is a universal freedom, and the flaws provide support for critics' accusations of imperialism. Once the recommended changes are made in how IRFA is implemented, the law has the potential to be a useful tool for the United States to accomplish its goals of fostering worldwide religious freedom without marching down the sinister path of imperialism. 
